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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 9 and 25 - 33 filed November 
19, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the following 
reasons. 

2. Applicants argue: "None of the portions of the Pederson references cited in the 
Office Action describes the applicants' claimed concept of storing the data of some 
fields of an instance of a user defined type within a database store while storing the 
data of one or more other fields of the instance as a separated file outside of the 
database store" (page 1 0, paragraph 2). 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with all of the allegations as argued. Examiner, 
in his previous office action, gave detail explanation of claim limitations and pointed out 
exact locations in the cited prior arts. 

In response to Applicants' argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., storing the data of one or more other fields of the instance as a separated file 
outside of the database store) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 
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However, Pederson discloses at least one of said fields of the definition being 
designated as containing data of a type that is to be stored as a file outside of the 
Database store separately from the other fields of the type definition as claimed (As 
shown in column 5, lines 13-20, Pederson discloses User defined data-types that are 
associated with some fields. Pederson also discloses at column 3, lines 48 - 53 first 
database and second database which are separate from each other that store these 
user defined data-types). 

3. In view of the above, the examiner contents that all limitations as recited in the 
claims have been address in this Action. For the above reasons, Examiner believed 
that rejection of the last Office action was proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
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not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1 , 2, 9, 25, 26, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S Patent 6,671,687 issued to Donald R. Pederson et al 
(hereinafter "Pederson") in view of U.S. Patent 6,785,690 issued to Thomas J. 
Davidson (hereinafter "Davidson"). 

Regarding claims 1 and 25, Pederson teaches in a system in which an object 
that is an instance of a user defined type can be persisted in a database store (see 
Pederson column 4, lines 15-17), wherein a definition of the user defined type 
comprises one or more fields and behaviors (see Davidson column 3, lines 11-17), 
each field having a respective data type, at least one of said fields of the definition being 
designated as containing data of a type that is to be stored as a file outside of the 
database store separately from the other fields of the type definition (see Pederson 
column 3, lines 48 - 53 and column 5, lines 13 - 20), a method comprising: 

storing the data in said at least one designated field of the instance of the object 
as a file outside of the database store (see column 4, lines 13 - 23); and 

storing the data in each of the other fields of the instance of the object within the 
database store (see column 2, lines 19 - 25). 

Pederson does not explicitly indicate claimed "receiving a request to store an 
object that is an instance of the user defined type". 
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Davidson teaches receiving a request to store an object that is an instance of the 
user-defined type (see column 3, lines 10-18 and column 4, lines 18 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited references because 
Davidson's teaching of "receiving a request to store an object that is an instance of the 
user-defined type" would have allowed Pederson's system to keep data items in the 
persistent storage as object instance to be specified in the information object catalog as 
suggested by Davidson at column 1 , lines 65 - 66. 

Further, "receiving a request to store an object that is an instance of the user- 
defined type" as thought by Davidson improves forming object instances of the collected 
data available to an application manager, see column 4, lines 20 - 22. 

Regarding claims 2 and 26, Pederson teaches providing a link between the data 
of the fields of the. object that are stored within the database store and the data of the 
field that is stored as a file outside of the database store (see column 3, lines 29 - 47). 

Regarding claims 9 and 33, Davidson teaches wherein the type of the object is 
defined as a class in managed code (see column 2, lines 45 - 54). 



6. 



Claims 3 - 8, and 27 - 32 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pederson in view Davidson and further in view of U.S. Patent 
6,070,174 issued to Robert Phillip Starek et al (hereinafter "Starek"). 
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Regarding claims 3 and 27, Pederson or Davidson does not explicitly teach 
wherein the data of the fields of the object that are stored within the database store are 
stored as fragments within a column of a table of the database, the column having been 
designated as the user defined type. 

Starek teaches wherein the data of the fields of the object that are stored within the 
database store are stored as fragments within a column of a table of the database, the 
column having been designated as the user defined type (see column 10, lines 29 - 51). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine teaching of Starek with the teaching of Pederson and 
Davidson to provide system with a method and apparatus for enhancement of file 
system calls to a file structure of an operating system. The motivation is that the 
interception of file system calls such that supplemental file management processes can 
be performed in a manner transparent not only to the user but also to the operating 
system. 

Regarding claims 4 and 28, Davidson teaches wherein a unique identifier 
associated with the object is stored in another column of the table in a same row as the 
data of the fields of the object (see column 6, lines 39 - 53). 

Regarding claim 5, Starek teaches wherein the data in said at least one 
designated field of the object is stored as a file within a predetermined directory of a file 
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system of a computer on which the database server is executing (see column 10, lines 
14-18). 

Regarding claims 6 and 30, Davidson teaches providing access by an application 
to the file in which the data of said at least one field is stored outside the database store 
via the file system of the computer (see column 2, lines 32 - 44). 

Regarding claims 7 and 31 , Starek teaches wherein said step of providing 
access by an application to the fire in which the data of said at least one field is stored 
comprises: 

receiving a call from the application, via an application programming interface to 
the file system of the computer, to open the file, wherein the call identifies the field of 
the object by its identity within the database store (see column 7, lines 9 - 20); 

determining from the identity of the field of the object within the database store a 
path within the file system of the computer to the file containing the data of that field of 
the object (see column 4, lines 23 - 32); and 

executing the call to open the file using the determined path (see column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 6 and column 7, lines 16 - 21 ). 

Regarding claims 8 and 32, Starek teaches wherein the file system of the 
computer comprises a Microsoft NTFS file system and wherein the application 
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programming interface to the file system comprises the Win32 application programming 
interface (see column 9, lines 1 - 6). 

Regarding claim 29, Starek teaches wherein the program code causes the 
computer to store the data in said at least one designated field of the object as a file 
within a predetermined directory of a file system of a computer on which the system is 
Implemented (see column 14, lines 14-18). 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fred I. Ehichioya whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4034. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on 571-272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

Fred I. Ehichioya 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 

June 27, 2005 




